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REMARKS 

The Examiner indicated that claim 4 would be allowable if rewritten in independent 
format. Claim 4 has been rewritten as new independent claim 9. 

Claims 10-13 depend from claim 9 and should likewise be allowable. 

The Examiner noted that certain references submitted in a prior Information 
Disclosure Statement were not considered. Attached is a new copy of the cited references 
on the previous 1449 document. 

The Examiner objected to the specification for a number of informalities. 
Correction has been made. 

FIG. 2 has been added with arrows. The applicant does not consider FIG. 3, in 
context, prior art. Descriptive text labels have been added to FIG. 4. 

The Examiner rejected claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. §1 12 as being indefinite because 
the term "said apparatus" lacked antecedent basis. Claim 8 has been canceled. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-8 over Arean et al. in view of Fukuda et al. 

The present inventors made the observation from the output of video systems that 
in addition to spatial frequency, viewing distance, and illumination, the contrast sensitivity 
of the human visual system is also sensitive to the distortion of the image. Under a 
condition of significant distortion associated with low system bit rates, the human visual 
system is relatively less sensitive to high frequency errors and more sensitive to errors in 
lower frequency image components than it is under the near visually lossless conditions 
under which the contrast sensitivity function is established. Therefore, as the data rate 
decreases and distortion increases, increasing the lossiness of compression at higher 
frequencies relative to the lossiness at lower frequencies improve the perceived image 
quality. 
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Neither of the cited references has any appreciation of the observation made by the 
present inventors. To suggest otherwise is improper use of hindsight from which to 
construct the claimed invention. 

Claim 1 patentably distinguishes over the cited references by claiming varying said 
range of transform coefficients as a function of said distortion of said image data comprises 
the step of decreasing said range included in a quantization step comprising lower 
frequency transform coefficients relative to a range included in a second quantization step 
comprising higher frequency transform coefficients. 

Claims 2-6 depend from claim 1 and are patentable for the same reasons. 
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Amendmeiits to the Drawings ; 

The attached sheets of drawings include changes to Fig. 2 and Fig. 4. 
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